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REMARKS 

Applicant has added claims 95- i 10 and canceled claims 21-29, 09-70. 80-84, and 93-94, 
Claim 55 has been amended. Clai-ns 56-70, ?2-74. 76-79, and vi-92 are previously presented. 
Claims 34-39 are original. Claims i - 15, 16-18, 19-20. 30-33, 40-43, 44-54 and 85 are 
withdrawn. Claims 34-39, 55-74, 76-79, 9.1-92, and 95408 arc presented lor examination. No 
new matter has been added. Applicant has filed a Notice of Appeal with ibis response m order to 
preserve the right to appeal in the event the claimed subject matter is no! found to be allowable. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Applicant acknowledge Examiner's conclusion that claims 34-39, 71 -74, and 76-79 are 

Applicant agrees that the features recited in the Examiner's reasons for allowance are not 
taught or suggested by the art of record, and thai the allowed independent claims ('i.e., claims 34, 
71, and 76) are distinguished from the cited prior art. for at least the reasons staled in the reasons 
for allowance, which are sufficient for allowance of all claims depending therefrom. Applicant 
does not concede thai the stated reasons are the only grounds for patentability of the allowed 
claims, that the features excluded from the reasons for allowance are taught or suggested by the 
art of record, or that all of the features arc necessary for patentability of the allowed claims or 
other claims directed to the disclosed subject matter. 

Claims 69 and 70 were deemed allowable if rewritten in independent form. Accordingly, 
the features of claims 69 and 70 have been incorporated in claims 55 and 95. respectively. 
Claims 69 and 70 have been canceled. Confirmation of the allowability of claims 55 and 95 is 
requested. 

Each of claims 56 -68, 91 -92, and 96- 110 dependent from either claim 55 or claim 95 and 
are allowable for at. least the same reasons 
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Claim 55 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by U S. Pat, 
{>3?7,6B5 {"Krishnan''). Claims 56-68 and 91.-92 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Krishnan as applied to claim 55. As staled above. Applicant amended 
claim 55 to include the features of claim 69, which was identified as being allowable if rewritten 
in. independent form. Therefore, Applicant submits that claim 55, as currently amended, is 
patentable tor at least the reasons articulated by the Examiner wish respect to elaeu f>* ' t 'hn.r* 
56-68 and 9 i -92 depend from claim 55 and are allowable for at least the same ic: ^ns. 

Claims 21 -22 and 24-29 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as be«ug onpetvn^blo 
over Krishnan in v-ew of U.S. Pat. 7,092,520 f TuhnnarT)- Claims 80-84 and I wcic 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Krishnan in view el I .S, ^Mo015 
('Thornton"). Claims 21-22, 24- 29, 80-84. and 93-94 have been canceled, and .i* *rvlt. Hh- 

rejections of claims 21-22, 24-29, 80-84, and 93-94 are now moor. 




David M. Levy 
May 22, 2003 
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CONCLUSION 
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